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The first of tbesje two reports by the Library Faculty 
Affairs Co fflmittee compares the- finaings of .a -survey of 'library 
faculty salaries at the Oniversity. of Notre Dase with stati^tics^^ 
reported by the Association of Research Librarieis <AELt— Based on 9^^ 
].ibraries — 'and the Aierican Association of On 1 ver si tjy Professors 
(AAUP) for 1557 libraries, as well as with*average fiVljtries by^rank^ 
for teaching faculty at Notre Ca»e- The sc^cond repprfc; suaaarizes the 
findings of this survey and reports the wain concX'afiion reached by 
the qbaaittee — that the N.D,- libr-ary faculty should take no action as 
a group for salary enhanceaent of "professional library positions- The. 
reasons for this ifecoaaen^lation are discussed in soje detail, and 
other related i$sues are noted, ippen dices inclade tables showing 
average salaries by region for RR I libraries and weight e^ average 
salary by rank and AADP classif icration fol^ 19T7-TBVnrCn5y ^ 
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LIBRARIANS * SALARY SURVEY t PRELIMINARY REPORT 



Forward ^ . ' . : ' • . 

Two library facuity-meetings ago, we discussed the present- 
salary survey project of thi Libra^ Faculty Affairs Committee. 
It wa^ tihe consensus at that time to accepit the CG6uaittee*s re- . 
ppmmendation to move independently of the Faculty Senate's salary 

' * ■ * ■ . ■ ■ ^ 

survey, which for . reasons we need not' cite here is presiently 
going nowhere. . • 

Perhaps the greatest advantage of conducting our , own survey 

^ ■■»■.■ 

separately from the Faculty Senate survey is that we no longer 
need to class librarians , by academic rank (i. e. , staff librarian, 
assistant librarian, etc,) -in order to integrate our salary fig- 
ures into theirs. Statistics on librarians' salaries by academic 

■ . / ■ - ' •■ • ' • 

rank are generally unavailable (We found none, in the »library laN 
erature) . Ranking of librarians is not universal in academic li- 
baries; and often when the names of^ the i^anks ^are thQi.Gamer they 
mean different things in dif f erent^laces Clearly ^ the most 
significant statistics now common^lY ^^^i-^^^l® on academic librari^ 
ans salaries classify librarians not by academic rank but by 
function Served in the library. . . 

' SL ■ " • 

We vfigh to present in thi§ preliminary report a variety of 

such statistical measurements. Frankly, professional salaries at 

N.D. Libraries appear better or worse depending upon what sta-- 

f 

tistical charts they are fitted into. Though we will save^ our. re- 
commendations for our final report, we do hope to poi'nt out some 
noteworthy findings here. 



■ ■ '■.'.•.V'r- 



Report 



NOTRE ^)AME PROFESS IC^NAL SALARIES 
Ranking 'among' ARL Libraries* 
1977-78 



Beginning ($11200) 
Median ($14100) 
Average ($16647) 



Beginning ($11200-) 
Median ' ($14796) 
Average NA 



31st (out of 94) 
.77th • " 



1978-79 



54th (out of 9 4)- corrected figured 
81st (out of 94) • * • 



Several points shoAd be poted here. The fir^t^is th^ differ- 
ence between average and median.- The average is derived by adding 
up all the salaries of professionals working in a library and then 
dividing that sum by the number of iull-time-equiva'lent positions. 
The median is slightly more complicated: it is the salary figure 
exactly at the midpoint of salary distribution; in other, words, 
half the librarians make more than the -median salary and half 
make less. The average salary may tend to be' higher thah the 
me4ian in most smaller organizations, since. the higher salaries of 
administrators tend to raise the average somewhat above the figure 
which is midpoint on the salary distribptioh scale. This is the 
case with Notre Dame and all dther ARL academic libraries. However^ 
the committee did note that the difference ijetween 'the tnedian. and 
average salaries in 1977^^re at Notre Dame was greater; often 
• much greater — $2500 — than at most other ARL libraries. 

Furthermore, it should be observed that the 1978-79 figure 
given in the ARL report for the 'beginning salary at Notre Dame 
was incorrect: it , stated the siim at $12096 , though * the starting pay. 



^ARL. Annual Salary Sur vey 1977-1978 , pp. 11-14. 
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in 7j8 -79''* actually remains the same as the preceding year, $11200, . 
The ranking of 54th out of 94 for beginning salary in 78-79 was * 
computed with the. corrected figures. This error does make one . 
vonder how many other mistakes are in .the report, and how much the 

ranJcings have thus been affected. ' 

\ " ■ ■ ' i - > ' • y 

'fhe* N.l^. library salary rankings generally appear rather grim, 
though /(it is clear that the beginning salary, especially in 77-78, 

\ . ' ■ * 

is more competitive than the median salary. ^The^ low salary rank- 
ing in this over-all ARL salary scale, however, tends* to fit in 
with low N.D. Libraries rankings- in other ARL statistics {e.g^-^ 
books added), recently published in the Chronicle of Higher Edu- 
cation> • ^ ' * , . J . 

. : * * ' . *. * ■ ' • 

These low rankings on the o\£er-all salary chart appear in a ' - ^ 
curious light, however, when one looks at Table. 7 of the same ARL 
report (See Appendix 1 attached), whi c;h contains 7^^7 8 figures • 

So that this tatyle could be compared with N*D.^ salary figures, 
the committee requested and received form Library Director Robert 
Miller a similar chart indicating N.D. library faculty average 
salaries according to-' function or experience, for both 77-^78 and 
7 8-79. Of course, the request was in regard only to group averages, 
since the committee believes it neither generally proper nor de- 
sirable for our project to acquire palary information on specific 

individuals. Mr^. Miller's chart v-aried from ARL report Table 7 

; ^ , . \ 

only in the foLlowing ways: the director's salary was not' included; 

department ticad salaries (cataloging, collection management, collec 

tion development, acquisitions, reference, and college library) 
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were not listed by di^artment but given in one average ^suaa? and 
the sectioti fdr branch libraries specifically noted six units 
(architecture, chem/physics , international studies, Ijfe sciences, 
medieval institute, and rare books/special '-collec^onsi, A further 
stipulation was that assistant department heads are classed as ^ 
"Other" in theN.D. chart. ' * , r 

In almos^ all areas, tl^e 78-79 N.D. avera'^e salaries for the 
various levels of library position were either virtually the same 
as or a little greater th^^^t^e figures given for the ea^t north 

central region in ARL table 7 (The committee assumed that this 

i ■ - ■ • . • " 

region, the one of which Notre Dame is geographically a part, is 
the most logical group for comparison, especially since that region 
includes a varied cross-section of academic libraftries-'-n.b. the 
bottom half of the page). The similarity of salary figures is 
especially striking when it is noted that table 7 ^rese^ts 77-78 
averages. In other words, in 78-79 , N.D. salary averages are in 
almost ail categories what the east north central ARL averages 
were in We are generally one year behind them. In terms 

of percentage, we are approximately 8% behind them., This fiscal 
year's 8% increase in library faculty salaties gave - us parity 
minus one year. 

There are two areas, however, where this parity minus one 
year rating does not exist: branch library heads and senior li- 
brarians who *fit into the category,- "Other." In these levels^ 
Notre Dame "is substajjitially rtfore than one year behind the aver- 
ages given in th'e east north central region in ARL table 7. 

We did not determine as a committee why these two areas are 



lower -than the others. At least thr^e possibilities exist: either 
there is some built-in injustice in 'our salary* structure"; br we 
are not comparable to other east »orth central ARL libraries for 
thes* levels of librarranship; or 'there are mitigating circum- ^ ■ 
stances in individi^al caseg.. Perhaps all three may plafy a part. To 
asc^tain^ how much and/or which of these posisibiii ties have a di*-' 
rect effect on t^ie Uower ti^n average salary ratings in these partic 
levels / the committee would have to deal with individuat, cases . 
And we beli^eve that .such an enterprise is not a matter^or the 
committee, but for the library administration, 

.. • I • * ■ . * * ' 

The ARL statistics (for 94 libraries) present a somewhat mixed 

, \ ' ' ■ ' ■. ..- ' 

picture. Neither sid^ of the picture is particularly, upbeat. BUt: . 
one side seems better than the other. The over- all s^'lar^^ scale 
ranks us in the bottom 15% of ARL libraries for mediaii salary in 



78-79; on the other hand, .we are, with some exceptions, only ''one ' 
year behind" in Table 7. M: any rate, the committee does not Vish 
to restrict our report to ARL. statistics . So we include (in Appendi 



.2 attached) a statistical^ table compiled by the AAUP (for ^557 
libraries) , and included in the December 1978 issue of their 
publication r Academe , * . 



7 



^ Clearlyr^thd mode of measurement and classif.icatibn is differ- 
ent from' that of. the ARL tables. But if one knows that* 78-79 N.D.-*. 

averages are very similar to the figures in ARL tabl'SL 7 in most 

, /. .f. ■ ■ ' ^ . 

"lareas, then one kno^s enough to estimate with reasonable certainty 

that we com£Sare favorably- in the AAUP, survey presented in Appendix 2 

.( The notabTe figure in this survey, however, doe§ not directiy 

concern this coinraittee. But we wish. to bring it to your attention. 

It is salary given,* in any of the four tables presented, for 

^TCO (technical, clerical, and other suppbrtiag staff on t}fe li- . " . 

br'ary budget) in Category I. We speculate that all but very few 

of the staff members here, at N.D. Libraries are paid considerably 

, ■ » _ ■ , ■ • 

less than the Cate^-ory 1 TCO level in even the i^owest-paid table, 
the Ghurdh-related institutions The committee recommends that k ' 
study be done to ascertain the facts of this matter, and then that 
attempts be made to rectify the situatioi| if it is as bad as it 
appears to be. •* - . 

* • • ■ . 

* * * 

There are those who believe, that, in ^ajfiy study of whethfer an 
academic library faculty has a strong case for salary increases, 
the most signi'f icant comparison is not with other academic , librari- 
ans but with thTe teajching faculty served by the library faculty in 
question. This can only be done' if the academic ranks of librarians 
are used, since the parallel .with academic -ranks of teaching ' facu'ltv 
is obvious. In such a li'^ht, N.D. librarians come off very badly, 
especially t6 anyone w\^o believes there shoulc^ be pari ty _ between 
library and teaching faculties. 

.1 



^ 78- 79 ^'Average Notre Dame Salary by Bank ^ 
. , (Teaching faculty— 9 o. contract? / 

flibifary faculty— 12 mo. contract) [ 

' . / ■ : ■ : 

Professor 28016 
Librarian 20139 * * ' 



. ,1- 





Assoc. prbf. 21606 . 

libr. 15772 
. ■ . ' ' ' 

Asst. ptof. 1*^063 
^ " libr. 13941 

Instructor 14945 -* 

Staff libr. 12171 , ' 

If librar;y salaries are pro-rated according to a 9 mo. year, 

• • »• 

the difference is even more -dramatic. ' 

Prof. ^ ■ . ' 28016* ; 

Libr. , 15r04 - . , . ■ 

^ • ■ •■ . ■ , 

, Assoc. prof.* 2160€^ ' 

libr. 118 29 

^ Asst. prof. 17063 

\ ' " libr. V * 10456 

Instr- ^ " ' 14945 . . . ^ . 



St. vlibr. 



9128 



, Several cojrunents should be made rega'rding these figures.' ^, 
First of all, t^e director's salary is not ' included in them. 
Secondly, though this may look like a- ghastly cdmparison 'to I'i- 
br&rians, it may look about right to' man^ teachitig faculty members^ 
especially ^in the humanities subject areas / where teaching salaries 
seem to be lower than in the sciences • Their argument would tend 
to run that librarians have no requirements for doctoral degree or 

■ \ 

for publication. 

FuiS-thermore , in Mrs- Lonie^s report on this matter last year, 
she revealed that in the last five years', while teaching faculty 



9 ^ 



\ ■ 

.•\, 



* • ' • ' , : .'. ' ■ ' ■■ ; '•' ^ . ■ ■•• •■ ■*•. . ' ■ 

r ■ . V, , ■ , . , •■ 

-salaries at N.-D. were increased on. the avetage of 5.4% per year, .-..-^ 
librarians at b^.D. received an average annual increase -of 7.2% ^ . 

over the-^same period. Also, a recent Time magaz^fi^ survey indi- .. 
cates that while lib/arians have lost a dismal 11.1% in purchasing 
. power due to inflation ^ince 1967, college and university- prof ^ors. 
have lost even more, 17.' 5%, in that same time period. These are ' 

important statistics to consider" in determining whether we wiTl pre- 

■ - • / •' 

; sent a case for library faculty salary, raises before the Faculty f 

Senate. ' ' 

. , • ' i ' • 

Our most significant statistical comparison -might be a more 
detailed and scientific comparison between library and teaching 
salaries 'here and at other universities,. What checking .we were 
'able to do on this particular variable was admittedly only fragmen- 
tary. It did seem to indicate, however, that we wouid fi-nd nothing 
extraordinary if we were able to get^tatistics like those avail- ^ 
able to- us for Notre Dame. Acquiring the figures vould be our ^ I 
main problem, since library ranks vary from place ^to place and, ^, • 
indeed, are often simply not comparable^ to teaching faculty acad,emic 
ranks. Furthermore, it did seem questionable to the committee 
^ whether, other adademic library personnel officers would or should ' 
expend themselves very much in order to derive statistical- figures' 
fitting >nto the parameters of our salary ^survey . 

At any rate, any case for raises which would take' the specific 
and vocal approach of closing the gap between teaching and library 
fdcultiGS would broach the topic of pari^ between. the two. per- 
• haps* that Would be the proper way for us to go. It would, however, 



invplve a vast project all its own. 
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What we wanrt' from 'y.ou , ' ^ v 

We want your views, based osn the informsfcion iii this report, 
on the following issues: ' . 

-•- Doee our faculty have a solid case, for salary increases? 
i — Can and/or should we do anything as a faculty about the 

■ . • ' -I • • 

■ ■ 

two areas in whi,qh our salary scale , is notably lower than 
the rest "<To do so may ireguire an advocacy position on 

certain individual salary problems)? If so, what should we 

■s, ' ' ' ' ' 

do? . - • ^ ^ . ' 

-••Whatr if anything, should we as^*a facu^^ty request of. the 

library administration regarding' 'these mattfers? 

I ■ . . / ' ■ , • 

- — Did we miss anything? - • 

— And, of course, any 'other reactions you wish to give us 

about this issue. ^ 
Please feel free to communicate verbally or in writing to 
any of the committee members. We will make bur final recommen- 
dations hopefully within one month after bur next library faculty 
meeting. 



i 



Respectfully s|g*mittedr 



The Faculti^ Affairs Committee, 
J ames Def f enbaugh , Chrmn . 
Charlotte Ames 
Maureen Gleason 
, \ Stephen Hayes 



/ 
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' JWRTHEAST 






•■ SOUTH 
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Kew 

England 


Middle 
, Atlantic: 


East 
H, Central 


Wast ' 
Cantral 


S. Cantral 


S- Central 


^xju vn 
Atlantic 


noun Lam 


r acxi ic 


1 


01f«ct9r 




38 , 622 


^1j607 


, ' 39,192 , 


■■ 35.778 ■■ 


5^ 628 


k *■ 














27,626 




3j.V20 


^29.781 


^ 26,156 


i 25,818 


28,644 


3^7 QQQ 


4 




i«9i»t«nt Director 




22,^^7 


24,763 


26,270 


•25,133 


1Q 527 


?k 167 

, ly 1 


*« , J J** 












28,996 


3^,537 


29,036 




23,368 . 


96 8Q7 


70 7Q2 




^ ^4 821 


; 5. 


Brmneh H«ad 




20,595 


19, 


18,323 


16, '672 




16, 158 


16 817 


17 OPO 




; 6. 


Subject Specialist 




16,169 


16,^62 


' 17,290 


16.168 


15 054 


1 k . BQii 


16 "^61 




. Ifi 7<10 


•;. 7. 


Functional Sp«ciali3t 




18,327 


. 17 , 232 


19.85a 




11 ,291 










5. 


Dftpt. H««d: H«rcrtnc« 




19.063 


18,^51 


17,664 


18,152 


17,405 


17-114 ' 

m * 


17 65Q 


18 44^ 


51 «5^2 


9. 


Cataloging 




' 19,126 


17,79*i 


• 18.916 


17.335 


17,490 


19. 20^ 


18,820 


1^ 71'? 


22 *7 1 » 


' 10. 


- Acquiaitiorv5 




^8^185 


16,730 


19,000 


18,176 






17,827 




2"? 1 10 




Sariala 




17,-950 


16,917 


I6,5ii7 


18,005 






17 ^SS 


16,882 - 


21 ^23 ' 




£>oc./Map5 




l8,00ii 


16,800 


16,096 


16,671 


• 


1^ 77S 


Ap7 


17 ^Qfl 






Clreuiatlon 




15,607 


16,666 


17,076 


16,9^6 


14 0*^4 




i6' 4 1 ^ 


16 iJ'^P 


1Q 




, . Spec.ClItn. 




21,537 


19,229 


19.5^8 


19i5^«* 


15,75^. 


16,490 


19,285 


23,851 


- 


i 


Othe'r 




16,999 


17,156 


17,588 


17,698 


14,513 


16,224 


17,789 


17,690 


22,480 




Oth«r: Ov«r,15 yns. axporienfce 


15,292 


17,941 


* 1 1 u * o 




14,020 


15,678 


15,830 


17,403 


20, 114- 


; 


lb - 15 yi"3. 


cxpar . 


15, 23*^ 


15 J33 




16,1^^0 


13,723 


- 15,503 


15,270 


15,323 


18,572 


18. 


5 - 9 yra. 


axpaf . 




•15,360 . 


1i*,508 / 


14,ii39 


12,560 


-I 14,182 


14,293 


14/316 


16,522 


'^5. 


Undar 5 yra. 


exp«r 


13,038 


12,77iJ 


12,592 


l'2.,i^93 


10,568 


12,131 

»_ .... J 


12,339 


12,283 


-14,903 



HEGIOH 



; KORTHEAST 

I i. Mew England 

I " / 

I 2. Hiiicll^ Atlantic 



KOHTH CENTRA L ■ 

3. Ea^at North Central 

4. West North Central 

» ' - * 

SOUTH 

5. Sooth- Central . 

6. Wc;3t South Central 

7. Soqin Atlantic 

8. Mountains 

9. Pacific 
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ARL ACADEMIC LIBRARIES 



Boston Brown; Conn.; Dartmouth; Harvard; HIT; Yale 
Massachusetts 

Xoluobia; Cornell; NYU; Pa.; Pa. State; Pittsburgh; 
Princeton; Rochester; Rutgers; SUNT: Albany, Baffalo, 
Stony Brook; Syracuse; Tesple; " ^ 



Case- Western; Chicago; Cincinnati ; Indiana; 111 . ;* 
Kent State; Mich.; Mich. State; Daae; Northwestern'^ 
Ohio StAte; Purdue; S. 111.; Wayne State; Wisconsin 

Iowa; Iowa State; Kansas ; Minnesota; Missouri , 
*braska; Wash. U. , M&. ; 




4 "A^labamj/; Kentucky; Jt.. Univ.; Tennessee 

lr^C^7Io^>tj)n; La. State; Oklahoma; Okla. State; Rice; 
TMas; Texas A4M; Tulane; 

m 

Duke; ^1mo^y; Florida; Fla. Stale; Ceorgi^; GeorKetown; 
Howard; Johns Hopkins; Md . ; Mlaai; N.C.; S.C; Va . ^ VPI; 



AriiOna; Arizona State; Colorado; Colorado State; 
Bri^ham Young; Utah 

U U. of Calif.: Berkeiey, Davis, Los Ani^eles, San Diego, 
Santa Barbara; Hawaii; Oregon; Southern Calif, 
Stanford; Washington; Warshirfgton State; 



STATl^ INCLUDED 



Conn., Haas., Me., N,H.; Vt. 
N.J. , K.y. , Pa. 



,111.^ Ind., Mich.., Ohio, Vise. 



Iowa, Kan,, Minn., Mo., Neb., 
N. Dak. , S. Pak. 



Ali. , K:^. , Miss. , Tenn. 
Ark. , La. , Qkla. , Texas 



Del. , D.C. , Fla. , Ca . . Md., 
N.C. , S.C. , Va. , W. Va. - 



Arii^. , Colo.% Ifiaho, Mont-, 
Nev. , N. .Hex. , Utah, Wyo. 

Alaska, Cal., Hawaii, Oregon. 
Wash. 



^ « Salary information not published when fever than 4 individuals «J^e ^included. 
^# * Nuaber of ARL libraries In each region. 
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• This is one of^ number of tables Vhich ^trc b<yi\g prcparcifjby th© Committee 2 Wasbingtpn OflSce. staff. 
The dm tapif was obtained from thg NJxtional Center fp^Eiwcation statistics, Ubrary Branch.Thcsc salaries 
are on a 12-month basis and arc for academic year 1977-78. /• , . ' 



TABLE MF-t 

We»aht6d Avefage Salaries for Full-time Library Staff, by Position, ^nd AAUP Ciassific^tjon,' 
^ 1977-78 - . ., - 




CAA - Chi«(. Deputy, Ass&ciate and A*«i«teatchi«f Uixarians 
. OL - AM OUier Librarians 
OP - Other Pfofessic^val Stad en the Liisfary Budget 
• TCO - Technical, Cteiical. and Omer^j^upponing StaR^ on the Ubraiy Budfi^ 

(l2.Momh Basis) 



'Pofittoh 


Alt 














UA 




^ — i» , . 
ill 


■ W - 








ALL COMBINED 








CM 


$20,640 


$23,210 


$18,070 


$14,070 


$18,470- 


$11,950 


OL 


,15,330 


' 15,380 


' . ' "15,195 


13.140 


17,490; V 


18.000 


OP"- ' ^ 


.12,190 


' 12.670 ' 


10.850 , 


8,020 


14,440 ^ 


•13,120 


JCO 


, 8.340 > 


8,430 


8,250 *- 


7.0£K) , ^ 


8.870 


8,740 








PUBLIC 








CAA 


, 22.050 


24,4S^ ■ 


19.7&0 


17730 


18.720 


15.650 


OL 




15380 


15.900 


. 14.720 


1 7.59Q 


18,000 


OP 


! 2.620 


12.62Q^ : 


11.610 


9,710 


14.440 


16,040 


TCO 


8J10 


8,690 


8.710 


8,140 


S.920 


8,740 






PRIVATE INDEPENDENT 








CAA 


*2f,S40 


23;^10'', 


17,050 


' - 14.390 


H.'S&O 


¥ 


OL 


14,490 ^ ' 


14.820 


13.210 


12.440 


12,280 




OP 


11,750 


12.470 ' 


9.380 


8,370 






TCO . - 


^,850 


8.130 


7.540 


5,300 


6.950 








, ' CHURCH-RELATED 








CAA 




18:850 


14.240 


12,430' 


13750 


.8,260 


OL. 


12.260 


12.8*70 


11.980 


11,360 


12.730 




OP 


1Q.57Q 


12.440 


fB.iao 


7.990 J 




5,810 


TCO 


- 6780 


7.220 


6,450 


6,330 


6,120 





'Calgory I— Eludes institutions wh>ch d^ef the ckx:torate degree and which conferred hi the most recent three yoa/s an annual 

aVerago of fifteen or more earned /octorates covering a minimum of three nonfeiaicd disctpiir^os. 

Category IIA— inciMdjj^s institutiuns awarding degrees ^bove the baccalaureate but not included in Category I. 

Category IIB— includes institutions awardir^g only the baccalaureate or equivalent degree. 

Category 111— includes two-year instiiutlohs wjth academic, ranks. 

Category fV— includes institutes without acaderjjic ranks. {With the exception of a few liberal arts colleges, this category includes 
mostly two*year iristituttons.) 

^Sample inciu<3es 1.557 institutions. ^, , 

NOTE: Figures have been rounded to the nearest $10. ^ ■ 
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♦liotre Dame belongs in Ca"begory I on- this chart. 
Reprinted with permission of the American Association of 
University jPRofessors from th^ ^ecember, 1978, Academe . 
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. ' :SALARy SURVEY: FINJU:, REPORT , ' • - 

... . * FORWARD . . ^ .. .. \jr" , . • 

/ The report that follows is the second, salary survey done by the 
Library Factilty Affaibrs Coini^ttee. One was done last yeai* under 

tjie' direction of Ann IjiOnieV • - . . , 

. • ■ ' ^ • ■ 

This report presupposes the catunittee's preliminary project 
report, dated Mar. 9> 1979.' That report noted 1) that we ranl^. low 
in salaries among a!rl libraries, 2) but that, when compared with 
other ARL libraries of the east north central region in almost all, 
library job functions (assistant' director , . department head, etc; 
cf- Preliminary report r Appendix 1) / we were 8% below average or 
•about one year behind. Also noteworth;^?' was that we are f^r more 
than 8% below average in two general areas, branch librarians and 
senior librarians wh® do not rank as department head or above • 
Furthe^ore/ as if to add to the already mixed picture presented ^ \ 
by the ARL statistics,, the report included A^i^UP .library salary 
statistics (cf.,Prel. rpt. ^ Appendix 2) which seeiried to indicate 
that- salaries here are competitive^ and a coraparison, by academic ' 
rank, of Notre Dame teaching and library faculties which seemed 
to show^ enormous gaps in • remunGr^ition levels of comparable aca- 
demic rankings of the two groups (Prel. rpt,, pp. 7-8)/ ^, 

Report 

Our, main rGCominGndation 

In the beginning stages of research and deliberation on the 
viability of Library Faculty salaries here at Hotre Damc^ the 
members of this committee represented no consensus but rather a 
variety of approaches and predispositions regarding the question 
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at hand. Now our consensus on the -matter is clear. We reooimiiend 

tl^at thp'N.'D. Library -Paculty take no action' a group for salary . 

' - • ' ■ . , * . ■ ■ ii* " ' :!-^ ' ■ ; 

enhancement' of prof ess ional library, position^?, here, . ,: . 

•> ■ • . '■ \ - , . , ..-■,.>-■■.'■,•, ^ 

We -make this recdmmendation because we\^elieve that thejre is 

• ' ^ ' ' ; ' y . 

neither strong evidence, nor fimi sup|>ort for such lan effort, • 

Pi:5:st, ther^ does not se^ to be dramatic/ evidence that X*ibtary 
Faculty salaries as a whole are drastically belqw those of other 
university librarians in general, • Aside from feome special si^^u- 
ations which will be treated ^separately in this report, we do not 
seem to have a strong case. The figures *show th^jt we rahJc vtery. 
low in salaries compared with other ARL libraries". Yet When the 
average salaries of the various library positions here at N6tre 
Dame are compared with other ARL libraries in the east north 
central region/- 'We find that, in most categories, we are only one 
year beiiind. F^urthermore , when compared with college .and university 
libraries a^* a whole (AAUP tables.) , we seem genuinely competitive. 
So, the solidity of our case becomes less clear the more statistics 
we have. ;-We do not guestion that there is, indeed, some argument 
for incx^ent in salary Icwels: on at least one representative 
scale./ \fe rank far below average. But as soon as w§. begin tp de- 
tail our case^ we find that the presentation of that case would re- 
guire Voo many footnotes explaining that various figures are not . 
what they seem. And that is not the strong, glaring argument which 
is likely to find any credence with the administration or with the 
teaching faculty. ' ^ \ 

Second, we do not seem to have strong support among the- Library 
Faculty vf or a salary enhancement effort. We received five re| 
sponses to our request (Prel. rpt^* , p. () for feedback .from Library 
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Faculty members. Thre^ believ^.d no actiop should be "taken ?' one w^s 

ambivalent; and one believed that we have a strong case for salary 

increases* Also^ before we wrote the preliininary report^ we talked 

■ " • - ^"^"Tr^^" • ^ • - • ■ ■ , ■ ' . . ■ 

to two individuals^'whom we knew^ -ti^? . have s^trongly negative , feelf^ 

about the salary structure here; and for purposes analysis ^ we 

grouped these with the other five. Aside from that ^ we Have np 



other response to our request for yo^r reactioni^ regarding the 

\ ' . ^ .. ' ^ ' ■ ;■ 

salary question. ' . 

' •*•'.'• 

There was some consideration of whether we should send .to 
l!!iibrary Faculty 'members a questionnaire which would attempt to 
gauge salary satisfaction or dissatisfaction among librarians. But 
we decided against that because wa concluded that is far too eas 
to chack a box or circle a number, and that such ease of reply 
would not necessarily indicate the strenth of , support bfelieved 
essential for a concerted drive by the Library Faculty for salary 
enhcjincernent* Either the^e is ,a ground sJWell for such an effort or 
it is doomed not only to/ failure but to permanent loss, of credi- 
bility as well* Furthermore, to proceed with this kind of campaign 
.wathGut convinced popular support is all the more questionable when 
we do not have an outs tanding case* in th(5 first place. Either^ way, 
we believe that such support might have b^en indicated if many 
individuals, took the time and effort to make' specif ic replies, 
written or verbal, to our general request vf or feedback regarding 
a movi^ for salary enhanccme-nt- The ground swell simply does not 
exist. ' • 

This limited support is probably even more significant when. ^ 
one considers that our library director- is not m accord with a 
Library Faculty salary enhancement drive at this time. In a Mar* 
28, 1979, memo to one of our committee me7nbe"x:s-^f::3^^r.^ Mill€^ said: 



Prom my vantage point .and my Admittedly limited experience . 
.it would certajlnly seem that the University is well avare 
of the general problems of raaintainifxg ^ appropriate leve^ 
for -faculty salaries' generally and has niade significant efforts 
toward improving the relative competitive position cjf, the. 
Univer^sity in. this atea*. I know that many universities hay« 
not; been aJble to be as generous with raises over the p^st - 
/ four years • . • * • 

' ' • - ■• ■ ■ >•.':■■■ ■ 

As -tp the Library Faculty situation, my own personal feeling 
is. that *our salcCry levels are in fact ^eneraly competitive 
ajnd" thatv within tije library, profession ou:p position is not 
particularly bad.. Obviously inflation has affected us all 
and I suspetjt that raises have not ±h general kept pace with 
rising prices , but , this same factor has affected the teachin|'-- 
and- research faculty. and indeed American wage. earners generally 
— with certain limited exceptions. Based on my, brief experience 
here, I do not think that a special fplea for a separate 
enhancement of Library 'Faculty salaries^would be effective or 
even particularly appropriate. I think that the Libriary 
Faculty should encourage ajtid support University efforts to 
improve general faculty salaries across the board. 

Of course, we do not wish to preclude in principle the possi-, 
bility of recommending such a drive without the support of the 
library director* But at this time it is simply a matter of prac- . 
ticallty. -^ny action taken without the support of thq, dir^tor - 
should be based Sp^n dramatic evidence and/or support. In this 
case we haye< neither. ' , 

Though we recommend no' salary enhancement drive by the Library 
Faculty at this time, we do wish^ however, to recommend strongly 
that any discussion of eff^ts to improve Notre Dame 's' position 
ajnong'ARL libraries consider the addition of moneys for both 
salaries (st*tff and faculty) arid for acquisition of materials, and^ 
that, in such a discussion, both area^s^-be* considered equally as 
candiclates for additional funding^ - ^ ^ - 

Other notewarthy i tems^ 

One of the more significant discoveries of our committee's, 
research into the N.D. Library^ Faculty salary schedule was that, 



in two j^eneral ^reas, branch librarians ^and non-adwinistr^tive . 
librarian;^' with over' ten years of experience^ our sa:iary- averages 
are substantially below the average of AEI* libraries of the east- 
north central region, where Notr'e Dame is, located. : In thQs pr^- 

iiminary report^ we noted that the- lower-than-average status 

■i . ■ : : ' ■' ■ ' ' 1 ■ • ■ ■ ' 

these positions could"^ have at least -three explanations:' ■ .l. 

either there is some built-in injustice in our salary struc^: • 
ture; or we are not comparab^lie to other east north central 
ARL libraries for these. levels of Ixbrarianship; or there 

are mitigating circumstances in individual cases, ' 

. - . ■ - ' ■ r » ' ■ - • ■ ■ ■« 

■ \ ■ ■ ' . • . • ■ ■ ■ . ■ ; . 

of course/ we recommend that the library administration |, 
examine the internal salary structure for any such built*-4.n in.- 
ec^iities and correct the consequent injustices. Also, the members 
of the committee believe that the individuals Who' receive salaries 
sustantially less than the avesrage indicated in' Appendix 1 of. 
the preliminary report should be ai^^towej^o know, if .they wis'h, 
which of th-^se three possible explanations applies to them and to 
what degree. ' . • « < . \ 

Mr- Miller, in the- Library Faculty meeting. of Mar^ 2lV 1919, 
announced some procedures regarding this yearns' salary raises 
which may^ in sonie^cases, correct the problem^ 'and in. other c^ses, 

clarify the situation for individuals who feel in need'^of cla;:ifi-- 

' ■ ■ .V 

cation^ He no1;:Gd that he would, like to porrcct or at least improve 
certain e^^sting salary inequities to give tangible av^^rds for 

promotion, and to b^se annual increment upon job performance. 

it 

Furthermore, he asks that supervisors discuss openly with their 
librarians the ifationale for individual salary decisions.* 

Regardless of. the positive results these measures may have, 
the' committee wishes to recomr^end formally that reasons for indi- 
vidual salary status and increments be made readily atid honestly 




available to ^ose who wish t^^'^^c^r^em* At the present time, the 
prpcedjirfe 03? starch requests for informatioA is that the inquiry 
should ibegin^ with one's immediate supervisor and then continue on - 
up through ^ahnels as deei^eid necessary, s ^ ; • 

Another area for recoiniaenqiatioh by "this committee concerns. , . 
library staff salaries. We do have some statistics* both from 
the AAUP and from the National Center ^for,vEducational Statistics, ♦ 
on average salaries for technical^ clerical and other support staff 
in college and university libraries. We speculate that aM but 1> 
very few of « the staff members here at Notre Dame Libraries ^re 
paid considerably, less -than the average presented by the two 
statistical sources noted above. We tend to believe that the 
library staff salary situation is dramatically worse than general 
Library Faculty salary problems. But we .do AOt have the facts of 

" ■ '* ' ■ a ' 

the matter because we Vere Tiot ^charged to deal directly with this 
issue. The committee recommends that a study be done to ascertain 
the facts, and .then that attempts be made to rectify the situation 
if it is as bad as it appears to be^. * . ' 

Finally/ we do not recommend annual survey^ and comparative 

' ' ^ » ■ ' ^ , - , T V 

studies of Library Faculliy salaries . This committee , with different 
personnel, has done two such studies in twp. years. For now, that 
is enough. Repetition of such studies, in the future may' be fully 
merited by changes in liby.arY budgeting or general economic con- 
ditions and subsequent erosion of th^e general 'competitiveness of 
.Notre Dame library salaries; and, at that time, we hope that the 
necessity for another survey would be based upon evidence of signi- 
fic^t suppo^ from the Library Faculty itself. For the present, 
the Library. Faculty should be kept informed of Faculty Senate 

acti^viti^s on this matter; and the Faculty Affairs Committee 

't 
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should .be prepared to supply to such irititiatives those figures / 
which are already available. » ■•' ' ' . T 

.We believe we should say something about the issue of , library 

f , . , • .t . * • ■ •* ' . * 

_ • • ' ' _ ^ ' • % ■ ' 

faculty parity with teaching faculty. « The members of 'this coiglnittee. 
are not in accord as to^^tJ>^ desirability of pajrity with teaching , - 
faculty. FjUrthe'rntore , we did not study this issue directly. None- 
theless^ we ^dealt with related matters enough to say that/ regard-* 
less of how dramatic and/or persuasive tTie gaps between teaching>' . 
faculty salaries and librarians^ salaries may appear (cf .Prel.rpt. 
p. 7), a strong cjpife .for H^tegfation, on all levels, of librarians , 
into the teaching faculty here at Notre Dame seems neither readily • 
apparent nor ' particulary promising- Futher efforts ii) this' area _ 
will have to be- decided by the Library Faculty as a whole. ^ ' 




Respectfully submitted, 



The Faculty Affair^ Committee 
James Def fenbaugh, Chmn, 

^* Charlotte Ames 
Maureen Gleason 
Stephen Hayes 



